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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Sharon E. Norris and my business address is P.O. Box 658, 

Loganville, Georgia 30052. I am a consultant with SEN Consulting, Inc. I 

previously filed testimony in this docket on July 9,200l on behalf of AT&T 

Communications of the South Central States, Inc. (“AT&T”). I now submit this 

supplemental rebuttal testimony on behalf of AT&T. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

My testimony responds to BellSouth’s performance measures data and data 

reporting for the months of April, May, and June.’ First I explain to this 

Commission the significant data reporting and performance problems BellSouth 

has experienced in Georgia. Then I discuss AT&T’s concerns regarding the 

integrity and reliability of BellSouth’s performance reporting and its associated 

underlying data in Kentucky. As explained in greater detail below, the Georgia 

problems are important to this Commission’s review of BellSouth’s compliance 

with Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”) because 

deficiencies in Georgia likely indicate similar deficiencies in Kentucky. 

’ My testimony should be read in context with the testimony of WorldCorn witness Karen 
Kinard and AT&T witness Cheryl Bursh tiled in this docket on July 9,200l. Ms. Kinard 
explains why the Interim SQM BellSouth seeks to rely on in Kentucky is inadequate. 
Ms. Bursh explains why BellSouth’s proposed interim SQM does not accurately report 
the measures ordered by the Georgia Commission. 



1 Q. 
2 
3 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF BELLSOUTH’S OBLIGATIONS 
UNDER SECTION 271 OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 
1996? 

As stated in my July 9,200l testimony, BellSouth has the burden of establishing 

that each and every requirement of Section 271 including the obligation to 

provide nondiscriminatory access to its services and facilities, has been satistied.2 

One of the things BellSouth relies on in its attempt to satisfy this burden is self- 

reported performance data provided to this Commission in BellSouth’s Service 

Quality Measurement (“SQM”) reports. (see Direct Testimony of Alphonso J. 

Varner in Case No. 2001-105 (“Vurner Dir. “) (May 18,200l) at 4.) Before this 

Commission can rely on that self-reported data to determine checklist compliance, 

however, BellSouth must provide “reasonable assurance that the reported data is 

accurate.“3 

’ See, e.g., Memorandum and Order, In the Matter of Application of Ameritech Michigan 
Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, As Amended, to Provide In- 
Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan, 12 FCC Red. 20,543 (F.C.C. August 19, 1997) 
(No. CC 97-137, FCC 97-298) (“Ameritech Michigan Order”) 143 (“the ultimate burden 
of proof with respect to factual issues remains at all times with the BOC”), 1158 (BOC 
“has the burden of demonstrating that it has met all of the requirements of Section 27 1,” 
including that “it provides nondiscriminatory access to all OSS functions”); 
Memorandum Opinion and Order, Application by BellSouth Corp., et al. For Provision of 
In-Region, InterLATA Services in South Carolina, 13 FCC Red. 539 (F.C.C. Dec. 24, 
1997) (No. CC 97-208, FCC 97-418) 137 (“the BOC applicant retains at all times the 
ultimate burden of proof that its application is sufficient”) (footnote omitted). 

3 Memorandum and Order, In the Matter ofApplication By Bell Atlantic New Yorkfor 
Authorization under Section 271 of the Communication Act to Provide In-Region, 
InterLATA Service in the State ofNew York, 15 FCC Red. 3953 (F.C.C. Dec. 22, 1999) 
(No. CC 99-295, FCC 99-404) (“Bell Atlantic New York Order”) 1433. This 
requirement, stated in the context of public interest review of a performance monitoring 
plan, applies at least equally to BellSouth’s proffer of its own data to prove checklist 
compliance. 

2 
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20 data is unreliable and must be subjected to significantly more scrutiny before it 
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27 A. No. BellSouth claims that its proposed interim SQM is based on the SQM 

28 approved by the Georgia Public Service Commission (“Georgia Commission” or 

CAN BELLSOUTH ESTABLISH THAT ITS REPORTED DATA IS 
ACCURATE? 

No. As I previously testified, BellSouth cannot establish the accuracy of its 

reported data. Indeed, BellSouth’s May and June performance reports 

demonstrate that BellSouth’s systems for measuring and reporting data remain 

unsuitable to support local competition. BellSouth: 

l continues to have problems with the accuracy of its data; 

l has not yet developed the ability to report accurately on the metrics in 
its “Interim” SQM; 

. continues to provide performance reports that are missing key data; 
and 

l inappropriately excludes data from its performance measures reports. 

DO BELLSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE REPORTS DEMONSTRATE 
BELLSOUTH’S SYSTEMS ARE READY TO SUPPORT LOCAL 
COMPETITION? 

No. BellSouth is asking this Commission to recommend that it receive Section 

271 authority. In making its determination, the Commission must assess whether 

BellSouth is providing nondiscriminatory access to the market for local service as 

required by the Act. BellSouth’s performance reports to date demonstrate that its 

can be relied upon to establish that BellSouth complies with Section 271 of the 

Act. 

SETTING ASIDE FOR A MOMENT THE CONCERNS ABOUT THE 
ACCURACY OF THE DATA, DOES THE REPORTED DATA 
DEMONSTRATE THAT BELLSOUTH MEETS THE PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS IN THE PROPOSED INTERIM SQM? 
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“GPSC”). BellSouth has not yet performed to the standards established by the 

Georgia Commission and must pay $7 million in penalties for “falling short of 

standards for handling orders from competitors during March and April.” (See 

Exhibit SEN-1.) 

DOES BELLSOUTH FACE SIMILAR PENALTIES FOR ITS MAY 
PERFORMANCE? 

Yes. Based on its May performance in Georgia, BellSouth owes payments for 

discriminatory treatment to individual CLECs for 45 of the 78 measurement areas 

required by the Georgia Commission’s enforcement plan.4 BellSouth owes 

significant payments in two critical areas: (1) how long BellSouth takes to install 

service for CLEC customers compared to how long BellSouth takes to install 

service for its own customers, and (2) how quickly BellSouth performs the work 

necessary to ensure that CLEC customers can receive all their calls after having 

their number ported. The total payments BellSouth owes CLECs for May is over 

$5 million. (See Exhibit SEN-2.) 

BellSouth also owes payments to Georgia based on its state-wide performance to 

CLECs as a whole. As of May 3 1,2001, BellSouth owes an additional payment 

of $8.1 million for violations of 10 of 79 measurement areas over a three month 

4 In its September 29,200O Comments regarding the Staff Recommendation in Docket 
7892-U which established this enforcement plan, the CLEC Coalition recommended that 
areas of the enforcement plan needed to be modified to fully address CLEC concerns. 
Although these concerns have not yet been addressed, BellSouth’s violations of the 
performance standards established by the Commission were substantial enough to have 
generated millions of dollars in penalties. 

4 
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period, that is BellSouth missed its performance goals for three consecutive 

months. (See Exhibit SEN-3.) 

DO BELLSOUTH’S MAY AND JUNE MONTHLY STATE SUMMARY 
(“MSS”) REPORTS FOR KENTUCKY ALSO INDICATE DEFICIENT 
PERFORMANCE? 

Yes. BellSouth witness Varner presented testimony to this Commission on 

August lo,2001 indicating that for May 2001, BellSouth failed the comparison 

criteria for 73 submetrics, 15%. (See Supplemental Direct Testimony of 

Alphonso J. Varner, Case No. 2001-105, tiled August 10,2001, (“Varner Supp. 

Dir.“) Attachment AJV-6 at 2.) BellSouth’s June performance was similarly 

deficient. BellSouth failed the comparison criteria for 57’ submetrics, 13%. (See 

id.) 

IN HIS TESTIMONY, MR. VARNER STATES THAT BELLSOUTH’S 
PREVIOUSLY DEFICIENT PERFORMANCE HAS BEEN CORRECTED, 
DO YOU AGREE? 

No. In his August 10 tiling, Mr. Varner suggests that BellSouth has remedied 

significant performance failures. For example, Mr. Varner admits that BellSouth 

discriminated against CLECs using LENS to obtain customer service records. 

(Vurner Supp. Dir. at 24-25.) Mr. Varner alleges this problem was fixed on 

5 BellSouth’s performance was deficient in three additional measures: Average Jeopardy 
Notice Interval, FOC & Reject Completeness, and LNP Disconnect Timeliness. Mr. 
Varner excluded these measures in his analysis of BellSouth’s June performance. See 
Vurner Supp. Dir., AJV-6 at 2-3. Had these measures been included, BellSouth’s 
performance would have been worse. It is also important to note that BellSouth believes 
the LNP Disconnect Timeliness measure is not being appropriately calculated. AT&T 
does not fully understand Mr. Varner’s comments regarding this measure set forth on 
pages 2 and 3 of Varner Supp. Dir., AJV-6; however, AT&T agrees that BellSouth’s 
calculation is not correct as it is not compliant with the Georgia Commission’s Order. 

5 



1 July 28, 2001. CLECs cannot confirm that BellSouth implemented a fix or 

2 whether a fix is working. This data will not be available until September 2 1,200 1 

3 at the earliest. Without reliable data to confirm BellSouth has ceased its 

4 discriminatory treatment, this Commission cannot know whether this problem has 

5 been resolved. 

6 Similarly, Mr. Varner acknowledges that BellSouth’s flow through performance 

7 is “well below the 90% objectives.” (Varner Supp. Dir., AJV-6 at 16.) Indeed, 

8 BellSouth has failed to satisfy this measure in three out of four areas. Flow 

9 through is a key aspect by which BellSouth’s readiness to support CLEC entry 

10 into the local exchange market may be assessed. Even though Mr. Varner 

11 explains many laudable steps BellSouth will take to improve its flow through 

12 performance, he does not indicate when BellSouth will provide data evidencing 

13 its progress. 
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This Commission should not evaluate whether BellSouth provides 

nondiscriminatory access to local services until BellSouth can provide verified 

data demonstrating it satisfies the standards in this fundamental area. 

HAS AT&T BECOME AWARE OF ADDITION PROBLEMS 
CONCERNING BELLSOUTH’S FLOW THROUGH REPORTING? 

Yes, BellSouth is now indicating problems with its flow-through reports in a note 

on its July flow-through report posted to its PMAP website. Further, BellSouth 

witness Ronald M. Pate admitted at a recent South Carolina hearing that a systems 

change implemented in early June causes inaccuracies in the classification of 

orders on the flow through report. Specifically, he indicated that orders may be 

6 
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improperly classified as designed fall-out (which BellSouth excludes from its 

calculation) when in fact those orders fell out due to BellSouth errors and as such 

should have been included in the calculation. 

GOING BACK TO THE RELIABILITY OF THE REPORTED DATA, 
HAS BELLSOUTH HAD DIFFICULTY PROVIDING ACCURATE, 
RELIABLE PERFORMANCE DATA AND PERFORMANCE DATA 
REPORTS? 

Yes. For example, BellSouth experienced considerable difficulty in providing 

CLECs and the Georgia Commission with timely and accurate May 2001 

performance reports. Indeed, as described more fully below, BellSouth posted its 

May 2001 reports several times. The May 2001 reports are the first reports to be 

generated by BellSouth that BellSouth claims comply with the Georgia 

Commission’s January 12,200l Order.6 For June 2001 data, BellSouth had 

similar problems. BellSouth again had to repost CLEC and Aggregate reports for 

10 metrics? Indeed, because of the changing nature of these reports, performing 

any analysis of BellSouth’s data has been like trying to hit a moving target. 

6 See Order, In re: Performance Measurements for Telecommunications Interconnection, 
Unbundling and Resale, GPSC Docket No. 7892-U (Jan. 12,200l) (“Georgia Order”). 

7 BellSouth reposted the following reports to its website: Total Service Order Cycle 
Time (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted 7/3 l/2001, re-posted 8/l/2001, re-posted 
g/7/2001; Total Service Order Cycle Time Offered (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted 
7/3 l/2001, re-posted 8/l/2001, re-posted g/7/2001; LNP Total Service Order Cycle Time 
Offered (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted 7/3 l/2001, re-posted 8/l/2001, re-posted 
g/7/2001; Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days (CLEC and Aggregate) re- 
posted g/7/2001 ; Average Completion Notice Interval (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted 
g/7/2001; Jeopardy Interval Notice (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted g/7/2001; LNP 
Percent Missed Installation Appointments (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted g/7/2001; 
Order Completion Interval (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted g/7/2001; Percent Missed 
Installation Appointments (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted g/7/2001; Percent 
Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days (CLEC and Aggregate) re-posted g/7/2001. 

7 



1 Q. WHY ARE BELLSOUTH’S PROBLEMS IN GEORGIA RELEVANT TO 
2 DATA PROVIDED TO THE KENTUCKY COMMISSION? 

3 A. They are relevant because BellSouth’s Performance Measures and Analysis 

4 Platform (“PMAP”) is a regional system. Accordingly, deficiencies in one state’s 

5 performance measurement reports likely indicate similar deficiencies in the other 

6 states. Additionally, as Mr. Varner has testified, BellSouth is reporting its data in 

7 Kentucky using an Interim SQM which is purportedly the same SQM the 

8 Georgia Commission adopted on January 12,200l. (See Vurner Dir. at 3-4.) 

9 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE RECENT PROBLEMS CLECS HAVE 
10 EXPERIENCED WITH BELLSOUTH’S MAY 2001 PERFORMANCE 
11 REPORTS AND ASSOCIATED DATA IN GEORGIA. 

12 A. As early as June 30,2001, CLECs could retrieve CLEC-specific “final” 

13 performance reports for May 2001 from BellSouth’s PMAP website.’ These 

14 reports, however, were inaccurate. On July 5, BellSouth alerted CLECs that 

15 because of “changes to PMAP reports required by the Georgia Commission[,] a 

16 significant number of reports have been reposted to the PMAP website.” (Exhibit 

17 SEN-4.) In all, BellSouth reposted twenty-two reports.’ Four days later, on July 

18 9, BellSouth advised CLECs via e-mail that it reposted two additional reports, 

a Interim reports are to be made available by the 21”’ of each month and final reports are 
to be made available by the 30th. 

9 BellSouth reposted the following reports: LNP FOC; LNP Reject Interval; LNP % Rejected 
Service Requests; LNP Total Service Order Cycle Time; LNP Disconnect Timeliness; Reject 
Interval; %-Rejections; Acknowledgement Timeliness; Acknowledgement Completeness~FOC 
Timeliness; Timeliness and Completeness-FOC and Reject Response; Pm-ordering OSS 
Response Interval; OSS Availability; Provisioning Percent Troubles in 30 days; Average 
Completion Notice Interval; Percent NXX LRN by LERG effective Date; Total Service Order 
Cycle Time; Missed Repair Appointments; Customer Trouble Report Rate; Maintenance Average 
Duration; % Repeat Troubles in 30 days; and Percent Out of Service Greater Than 24 Hours. 

8 
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CLEC and SQM Average Completion Notice Interval and FOC and Reject 

Completeness Reports, to its PMAP website. 

DID BELLSOUTH PROVIDE THE GEORGIA COMMISSION WITH 
ACCURATE MAY 2001 PERFORMANCE MEASURMENT REPORTS? 

No. The May data BellSouth originally provided the Georgia Commission was 

flawed. BellSouth first filed its May performance reports with the GPSC on July 

3,2001. Seven days later, however, on July 10,2001, BellSouth submitted its 

revised May MSS to the Georgia Commission.‘o (See Exhibit SEN-5.) In its 

cover letter, BellSouth indicated that the original reports were inaccurate. (See 

Exhibit SEN-6.) BellSouth explained that there were “errors in the calculations 

associated with the production of Average Completion Notice Interval and Reject 

and Firm Order Confirmation Completeness measures.” Id. BellSouth also 

admits that the original report included clerical errors and “failed to reflect certain 

performance data related to ISDN loops, Jeopardies, and BellSouth’s retail 

ADSL.” Id. In all, BellSouth’s inaccurate data affected performance reporting 

for 117 sub-metrics. Id. 

HAS BELLSOUTH PROVIDED REVISED MAY PERFORMANCE 
REPORTS? 

Yes. 

” BellSouth’s “corrected” May data was hardly timely. The Georgia Commission received the 
“corrected” May data a mere ten days before BellSouth was required to produce June 
performance measures data. 

9 



1 Q. DID BELLSOUTH’S DATA REVISIONS SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT ITS 
2 COMPLIANCE DETERMINATIONS? 

3 A. Yes, the effect of BellSouth’s data adjustments was significant. For example, 

4 BellSouth indicated that the July 10 revised data significantly affected compliance 

5 determinations in 7 metrics. In 5 cases, BellSouth reported its performance 

6 changed from non-compliant to compliant and in 2 cases, its performance went 

7 from compliant to non-compliant. (See Exhibit SEN-5.) 

8 Q. ARE THE REVISED REPORTS BELLSOUTH SUBMITTED TO THE 
9 GEORGIA COMMISSION CORRECT? 

10 A. No. The revised performance reports BellSouth provided to the Georgia 

11 Commission on July 10 are still flawed. For example, BellSouth’s report for the 

12 Loop Make-Up Response Tim+Electronic metric cannot be accurate. Although 

13 it reports that 100% of the responses were returned in under 5 minutes, it also 

14 reports that the average response interval was 16.85 minutes.” 

15 Additionally, BellSouth appears to report some data twice. For example, the data 

16 for two different types of product disaggregation, loop/port combinations and the 

17 UNE/Other Non-Design, are identical for the following measures: 

18 l % Rejected Service Requests 

19 l Reject interval 

20 l FOC Timeliness 

21 . FOC and Reject Response Completeness 

” This information was obtained from BellSouth’s July 3,200l SQM tiling in Georgia. 
BellSouth, however, made no changes to its report for this metric in its July 10 tiling in Georgia. 

10 
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It is highly unlikely that both product types would have identical data for the same 

month. 

HAS AT&T IDENTIFIED SIMILAR PROBLEMS IN THE 
PERFORMANCE REPORTS BELLSOUTH HAS SUBMITTED IN 
KENTUCKY? 

Yes. BellSouth acknowledges it has reported data for UNE Loop & Port 

Combinations twice: once in its submeasure and again in the UNE Other Non- 

Design submeasure. This problem has occurred in BellSouth’s May and June 

200 1 Kentucky performance reports. (See Vurner Supp. Dr., AJV-6 at 11.) This 

double reporting of data affects the accuracy and reliability of as many as 15 

submeasures.’ 

HAS BELLSOUTH IDENTIFIED OTHER PROBLEMS WITH THE DATA 
BELLSOUTH HAS REPORTED IN KENTUCKY? 

Yes. BellSouth has determined that its May data calculations were “deficient” for 

three measures, Average Jeopardy Notice Interval, FOC and Reject Completeness 

and LNP Disconnect Timeliness measuresI Calculation errors in these three 

measures may render inaccurate BellSouth’s data and data reporting for as many 

as 78 of the 487 total submeasures on which BellSouth reported performance 

I2 The affected measures are: % Rejected Service Requests-Mechanized; % Rejected 
Service Requests-Partially Mechanized; % Rejected Service Requests-Non-Mechanized; 
Reject Interval - Mechanized; Reject Interval - Partially Mechanized; Reject Interval - 
Non Mechanized; FOC Interval-Mechanized; FOC Interval - Partially Mechanized; 
FOC Interval -Non Mechanized; FOC and Reject Completeness-Mechanized; FOC and 
Reject Completeness-Partially Mechanized; FOC and Reject Completeness-Non- 
Mechanized; FOC and Reject Completeness (Multiple Responses) -Mechanized; FOC 
and Reject Completeness (Multiple Responses) -Partially Mechanized; and FOC and 
Reject Completeness (Multiple Responses) -Non-Mechanized. 

I3 Varner Supp. Dir., AJV-6 at 2. 

11 
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24 combinations. For example, in loop & port combinations non-dispatch, BellSouth 

25 reported 655 in the Missed Appointment metric and 599 in the Completion 

standards and CLEC activity in May. Accordingly, in this area alone, the 

integrity of 15% of the data BellSouth reported in May is questionable. In June, 

BellSouth excluded from its performance reports calculations for these measures. 

Accordingly, BellSouth’s June performance reports are inaccurate for as many as 

75 of the 501 total submeasures on which BellSouth reported in June. 

SO FAR YOU HAVE PROVIDED EXAMPLES OF MISSING DATA AND 
DOUBLE COUNTING OF DATA, ARE THERE OTHER FACTORS 
THAT CALL INTO QUESTION THE ACCURACY OF THE DATA 
BELLSOUTH HAS SUBMITTED TO THIS COMMISSION? 

Yes. For example, in BellSouth’s Kentucky May MSS, loop port combinations- 

non-dispatch reports a volume of 2,407 in the Missed Appointments metric and a 

volume of 1,463 in the combined mechanized and non-mechanized Completion 

Notice metric. (See Vurner Supp. Dir., at AJV-6). BellSouth’s performance 

measures business rules indicate that the volumes should be the same for these 

measures. Indeed, both measures rely on completed orders and the same 

exclusions apply under the SQM. Yet, BellSouth’s reports indicate a 39% 

difference (944) in the volumes used to calculate these measures. The low 

volume of reported completion notices demonstrates that either BellSouth is not 

returning completion notices on a significant number of orders or is not tracking 

its performance and including it in the performance report. 

IS BELLSOUTH’S JUNE MSS REPORT SIMILARLY FLAWED? 

Yes. The June MSS report for Kentucky also contained discrepancies between 

the Missed Appointments metric and Completion Notices metric for loop & port 

12 



1 Notices metric, a 9% difference. While this disparity is not a great as in May, 

2 these numbers should be identical. Any difference between the data in these 

3 reports indicates problems either in BellSouth’s data, data reporting, or both. 

4 Greater disparity exists in the data reported for the loop & port combinations - 

5 dispatch submeasure. For this submeasure, BellSouth reports a volume of 7 1 in 

6 the Missed Appointments metric and a volume of 104 in the combined 

7 mechanized and non-mechanized Completion Notice metric. These volumes 

8 should match. As with the loop & port combinations non-dispatch, the 

9 measurements for the Missed Appointment metric and Completion Notice 

10 Interval rely on completed orders and, under the SQM, the same exclusions apply 

11 

12 

13 Q. 
14 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

to each measure. That there is a difference of 3 1% between these volumes again 

calls into question the validity of BellSouth’s data and data reporting. 

HAVE YOU IDENTIFIED OTHER DISCREPANCIES IN BELLSOUTH’S 
MAY MSS REPORT FOR KENTUCKY? 

Yes. BellSouth reports differing volumes for measures that should have identical 

volumes because the same data is used to generate the reports. For example, 

according to BellSouth’s SQM business rules, % Rejected Service Request, 

FOUReject Completeness, and FOUReject Response Completeness measures all 

19 use the same denominator, the number of Local Service Requests (“LSRs”) 

20 received. Accordingly, the volume data for each of these measures should match. 

21 AT&T’s analysis of the data BellSouth reported for these measures in its May 

22 MSS report demonstrates the data does not match. As illustrated in the chart 

23 below, AT&T has identified significant discrepancies in BellSouth’s reported data 

13 



1 for UNEP and LNP (Stand-alone) in May. All of the items in a row of the 

2 following table should contain the same volume number; they do not. 

5 
6 
7 

8 

9 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

3 UNE-P 
% Rejected Volume FOC/Rej. Volume FOURej. Volume 

Multiple Responses 
Fully Mechanized 2,419 2,419 2,279 
Partially 1,174 1,174 1,174 
Mechanized 
Non-mechanized 45 53 51 

4 

LNP Stand-alone 

Fully Mechanized 
Partially 
Mechanized 
Non-mechanized 

% Rejected Volume FOC/Rej. Volume FOC/Rej. Volume 
Multiple Responses 

328 62 62 
326 501 501 

49 153 153 

15 

16 
17 

Q. 

A. 

DID BELLSOUTH CORRECT THIS PROBLEM IN ITS JUNE MSS 
REPORT? 

No. As the chart below illustrates, BellSouth’s June MSS Report contained 

similar data discrepancies for UNE-P and LNP (Stand-alone). Again, according 

to BellSouth business rules, the volume numbers should be the same for each of 

the three measures, but they are not. 

UNE-P 

Fully Mechanized 
Partially 
Mechanized 
Non-mechanized 

% Rejected Volume FOC/Rej. Volume FOURej. Volume 
Multiple Responses 

1,830 1,830 1,631 
1,317 1,317 1,317 

70 84 83 

14 



1 LNP Stand-alone 

Fully Mechanized 
Partially 
Mechanized 
Non-mechanized - 

% Rejected Volume FOC/Rej. Volume FOCIRej. Volume 
Multiple Responses 

439 49 49 
318 648 648 

132 146 146 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Q. 

A. 

HAS AT&T IDENTIFIED DISCREPANCIES IN THE DATA SETS 
BELLSOUTH USES TO GENERATE AT&T’S PMAP REPORTS? 

Yes. For example, the Firm Order Confirmation and Reject Response 

Completeness report in PMAP is intended to contain the number of FOCs and 

Reject responses issued in any given month. The raw data for the FOC and Reject 

Response Completeness report lists all of the LSRs BellSouth receives during the 

report period and shows whether each LSR submitted during the report period 

received a FOC or was rejected. Accordingly, the FOC and Reject Response 

Completeness report should contain information for each LSR submitted in a 

reporting period. 

14 AT&T analyzed the May 2001 raw data BellSouth provided for OCN 8392 and 

15 discovered 82 LSRs existed in the combined FOC and Reject raw data that were 

16 not included in BellSouth’s FOC and Reject Completeness raw data. AT&T also 

17 discovered 121 LSRs in the FOC and Reject Response Completeness raw data 

18 file that were not included in the FOC and Reject raw data files. I have attached 

19 as Exhibit SEN-7 K.C. Timmons’ letter to Jan Flint that further details this 

20 problem. 

21 These inconsistencies raise serious concerns regarding the integrity of 

22 BellSouth’s PMAP data. Until this issue is resolved, this Commission cannot 

15 



1 rely on BellSouth’s data to support a finding of Section 271 checklist 

2 compliance. 

3 Q. ARE THERE EXAMPLES OF DATA MISSING FROM THE DATA SETS 
4 BELLSOUTH USES TO COMPILE ITS KENTUCKY PERFORMANCE 
5 REPORTS? 

6 A. Yes. BellSouth has acknowledged it is having difficulty capturing data necessary 

7 to compile accurate performance measures reports. (See Varner Supp. Dir., AJV- 

8 6 at 13 & 40.) For the FOC Timeliness for LNP Standalone and Reject Interval- 

9 residence and Reject Interval-business submeasures, BellSouth suggests its 

10 performance was understated due to its inability to capture data regarding 

11 multiple issues of the same version of an LSR that could have been rejected. Mr. 

12 Varner states this problem resulted in BellSouth’s performance being 

13 inappropriately understated. (See id. at 13.) 

14 In its testing in Florida, however, KC1 has been able to accurately capture this 

15 data. Indeed, KC1 has determined that BellSouth does not meet the established 

16 criteria for timely return of fully mechanized UNE FOCs. (See Florida 

17 Observation 95.) Accordingly, until BellSouth corrects its data capturing 

18 problem, this Commission and CLECs cannot assess whether BellSouth failed to 

19 satisfy these submeasures because of deficient performance, as KC1 has found, or 

20 because of inaccurate performance data and unreliable performance measurement 

21 reports. 
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IN YOUR JULY 9 TESTIMONY, YOU ALSO EXPLAINED THAT 
BELLSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE MEASURES DATA DID NOT 
INCLUDE AT&T OCN 7125 DATA FOR ITS LNP ORDERING 
REPORTS. HAS THIS PROBLEM BEEN CORRECTED? 

No. Based on AT&T’s review of the raw data for one measure (FOC Timeliness) 

in May 2001, AT&T determined that over 350 PONS are missing from 

BellSouth’s May 2001 raw data for OCN 7125. Thus, for these PONS, AT&T 

did not received any FOC performance data from BellSouth. (See letter dated 

July 16 from K.C. Timmons to Jan Flint, attached as Exhibit SEN-8.) Indeed, a 

total of 406 PONS are missing from the raw data for this measure. This 

represents slightly under half of the PONS AT&T should have received. 

BellSouth has confirmed that these PONs are missing from the raw data files but 

it is “unable to determine the cause of the PONs not appearing in the LNP raw 

data.” (Letter dated August 8,200l from Jan Flint to K.C. Timmons, attached as 

Exhibit SEN-9.) Accordingly, this significant data problem remains unresolved. 

ARE THERE OTHER EXAMPLES OF AT&T INFORMATION THAT IS 
MISSING FROM BELLSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE REPORTS? 

Yes. BellSouth’s May 2001 performance reports continued to omit AT&T data. 

For example, the data BellSouth posted on the PMAP website does not include all 

of AT&T’s Broadband data. Indeed, the May performance reports did not include 

some AT&T Broadband PMAP performance reports. On July 5,2001, AT&T 

asked BellSouth why it had not provided these reports. BellSouth explained that 

it had made errors during database clean up and was working to correct the 

problem. 

17 



1 Q. HAS BELLSOUTH CORRECTED THIS PROBLEM? 

2 A. As of July 10,2001, AT&T still had not received any indication from BellSouth 

3 when its AT&T Broadband data would be provided. AT&T contacted BellSouth 

4 on July 10 to determine the status of the missing data. At that time, BellSouth 

5 indicated that the missing AT&T Broadband data issue was not resolved and 

6 stated that other CLECs were also missing similar data. BellSouth informed 

7 AT&T that it would attempt to have the missing data issue resolved by the next 

8 reporting period. BellSouth explained the only way AT&T could have access to 

9 its May AT&T Broadband data would be for BellSouth to manually recreate the 

10 May reports. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 
16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

On July 10, AT&T requested that BellSouth provide manual copies of the AT&T 

Broadband reports that were unavailable on BellSouth’s PMAP website. AT&T 

has not received this information and does not know when BellSouth will provide 

the missing data. 

DOES BELLSOUTH ALSO INTENTIONALLY EXCLUDE 
INFORMATION FROM ITS PERFORMANCE REPORTS? 

Yes. BellSouth has inappropriately excluded data from some of its reports. For 

example, BellSouth has excluded “dummy” FOCs from the FOC Timeliness 

Measure.14 A “dummy” FOC is a real FOC and serves a critical function for 

CLECs. It is a confirmation that tells CLECs that BellSouth has received a notice 

to cancel a customer’s service request before the order was issued. An important 

I4 The details of this problem are set forth more fully on page 11 of my July 9,200l 
Rebuttal Testimony. 
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1 reason that a CLEC would issue a cancellation shortly after issuing a request for 

service is that the customer changed his mind and no longer wanted the CLEC to 

complete his order. Failure to promptly process this customer change could result 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 
8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 manner. 

14 Q. ARE THERE OTHER IMPORTANT AREAS IN WHICH BELLSOUTH’S 
15 DATA INTEGRITY IS AFFECTED BY BELLSOUTH’S 
16 UNAUTHORIZED EXCLUSIONS? 

17 A. 

18 

Yes. AT&T has identified three areas in which BellSouth has unilaterally decided 

to exclude data from certain performance measurement reports. These areas are: 

(1) Directory Listing Orders for certain ordering measures; 

(2) Orders classified as Projects for certain ordering measures; and 

(3) LSRs submitted in one month and rejected in another. 

WHY DO THESE EXCLUSIONS MATTER? 

In each case, BellSouth is unilaterally determining what data this Commission 

will be able to evaluate. As a result of these exclusions, hundreds of service 

orders will not be measured pursuant to an approved SQM and will not be 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 Q. 

26 A. 

27 

28 

in a disruption of service and negatively impact customer-CLEC relations. 

Therefore, it is crucial for CLECs to have confirmation that the original LSR has, 

in fact, been cancelled. 

WHY SHOULD DATA REGARDING THIS TYPE OF FOC BE 
INCLUDED IN THE FOC TIMELINESS MEASURE? 

BellSouth’s SQM does not permit BellSouth to exclude these FOCs. Indeed, 

these FOCs are just as important to CLECs as other types of FOCS and excluding 

them from the FOC Timeliness Measure can permit BellSouth to discriminate 

against CLECs and remove any incentive to perform this activity in a timely 

19 
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8 A. 
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17 Q. 
18 
19 

20 A. 

21 

22 

included in BellSouth’s performance reports. Thus, by excluding this data, 

BellSouth can mask deficient performance in these key areas. Without complete 

accurate data, neither this Commission nor CLECs can appropriately gauge 

whether BellSouth is satisfying its obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access 

to local services. 

HAS BELLSOUTH PROPOSED TO EXCLUDE ADDITIONAL DATA 
FROM ITS PERFORMANCE REPORTING IN KENTUCKY? 

Yes. On page 10 of his August lo,2001 Supplemental Direct Testimony, Mr. 

Varner discusses BellSouth’s failure to satisfy the established benchmarks for the 

Reject Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) mechanized and the Reject Interval/ Other 

Non-Design mechanized measures.15 Mr. Vamer alleges that many of the LSRs 

that did not meet the benchmark were issued between 1l:OO p.m. and 4:00 a.m. 

Mr. Vamer contends BellSouth’s deficient performance was a result of the fact 

that its back-end legacy systems are out of service during that time period. 

Therefore, Mr. Varner suggests these hours should be excluded from 

measurement. 

IS MR. VARNER’S SUGGESTION THAT THESE LSRS BE EXCLUDED 
FROM THESE MEASURES A REASONABLE SOLUTION TO THIS 
PROBLEM? 

No. Mr. Vamer’s proposition to exclude this data is unreasonable because the 

interface BellSouth provides to CLECs for submitting service requests is available 

during this period of time. CLECs, therefore, are not on notice that an LSR 

I5 Mr. Varner indicates the established benchmark for these measures is >= 97% within 
one hour. (See Varner Supp. Dir. at 10.) 
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2 end systems go back online. BellSouth should not be allowed to exclude data 

reflecting its performance simply because its processes have design flaws that 

allow this situation to occur. This problem directly impacts this Commission’s 4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 
8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 Q. 
14 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

accepted through the interface could be in a holding period until the legacy back- 

determination as to whether BellSouth presently complies with the Act’s checklist 

items. Excluding this data will obscure BellSouth’s true performance in this area. 

IN YOUR VIEW, IS THERE A BETTER WAY TO ADDRESS THIS 
PROBLEM? 

Yes. BellSouth could address this problem in two ways. First, BellSouth could 

make its legacy system available for the time CLECs have access to its interfaces. 

Second, BellSouth could work with CLECs to resolve this problem through its 

change control process. 

CAN THIS COMMISSION RELY ON BELLSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE 
REPORTS TO ESTABLISH CHECKLIST COMPLIANCE? 

No. BellSouth’s inability to provide timely and accurate performance data that 

complies with the Georgia Commission’s Order as well as the data discrepancies 

identified in the reports BellSouth has submitted to this Commission seriously 

undermines the reliability of BellSouth’s self-reported performance data. The 

problems BellSouth has experienced with providing its May and June data not 

only show that the actual data reported is inaccurate, but also that the significant 

changes BellSouth has made to PMAP have resulted in an unstable and unreliable 

reporting system. 
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Q- 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

IN CONNECTION WITH THE THIRD-PARTY TESTING OF 
BELLSOUTH’S OSS, HAS BELLSOUTH SATISFIED KEY DATA 
INTEGRITY EXCEPTIONS IDENTIFIED BY KPMG CONSULTING, 
INC. (“KCI”)? 

No. As I discussed in my July 9,200l testimony, during the course of its OSS 

testing in Georgia, KC1 has identified a number of key exceptions that affect 

BellSouth’s data integrity.16 These exceptions are still open and work remains to 

be completed before KC1 can evaluate whether BellSouth has adequately 

addressed these issues. Indeed, KC1 has indicated that it will re-test Georgia 

Exceptions 86, 89, 136, and 137 using BellSouth’s June or July 2001 performance 

data. KC1 has not yet conducted its retesting. 

IS KCI’S OSS TESTING IN FLORIDA ALSO UNCOVERING 
NUMEROUS PROBLEMS RELATING TO THE RELIABILITY OF 
BELLSOUTH’S PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT REPORTING? 

Yes. KCI’s testing in Florida is also uncovering numerous problems relating to 

the reliability of BellSouth’s performance measurement reporting. Currently, 

nine exceptions (Florida ExceptionNos. 10, 11,22,27,36,78,81,95, and 101) 

relating to performance measures are open. Many relate to the integrity of the 

reports or the underlying data. For example, three of the exceptions were opened 

because KC1 cannot replicate BellSouth’s performance reports, three because of 

issues regarding BellSouth’s data report calculation methodologies, one because 

of BellSouth’s inadequate processes for management and resolution of metrics 

issues, one because of ambiguous SQM business that could lead to misleading 

I6 Some of the open exceptions that related to data integrity issues are 79 (data retention), 86 (% 
Troubles in 30 days replication), 89 (data integrity - % Troubles in 30 days), 136 and 137 (related 
to TAG data not recoverable by BellSouth). 
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1 metrics results, and one because of BellSouth’s lack of adherence to the change 

2 control process for performance metrics. 

3 Q. WHAT IS THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE FLORIDA THIRD-PARTY 
4 OSS TEST? 

5 A. The chart below summarizes the current status of the Florida third-party OSS test: 

Performance Measures Test Per Cent Complete 

PMR-1 Data Collection and Storage 76% 

PMR-2 Definitions and Standards 59% 
Review 
PMR-3 Metrics Change Management 78% 
Review 
PMR-4 Data Integrity Review 13% 

PMR-5 Metric Calculation Verification 
and Validation Review 
1 St Round 79% 
2”d Round 54% 
31d Round 24% 

6 Currently, KCI’s data integrity review (PMR-4) is only 13% complete. 

7 These analyses of BellSouth’s data are critical steps in determining whether 

8 BellSouth’s data is reliable. A satisfactory resolution to these exceptions and 

9 testing is necessary before this Commission can be assured that BellSouth has 

10 addressed these deficiencies. 

11 Q. WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THE GEORGIA PERFORMANCE 
12 MEASUREMENT REVIEW KC1 IS CONDUCTING? 

13 A. The Georgia performance review is still in its early stages. KCI’s July 3 1, 2001 

14 status report indicates that its evaluation of BellSouth’s SQM measures may be 

15 complete in late September, and that its review of enforcement measures will not 
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2 

3 Q. 
4 

6 

7 A. No. Missing data and inconsistencies between reports call into question the 

8 performance reports BellSouth submits. Moreover, the data have not yet been 

9 subjected to the scrutiny of independent third-party audits ordered by the Georgia 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 A. 

20 
21 

be complete until late December, 2001. Both of these estimated completion dates 

assume KCI’s evaluation does not discover any deficiencies. 

SHOULD THIS COMMISSION RELY UPON ANY OF BELLSOUTH’S 
SELF-REPORTED DATA FOR PURPOSES OF ANALYZING WHETHER 
BELLSOUTH PROVIDES NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO ITS 
NETWORK? 

and Florida Commissions. The data are simply not reliable, accurate, or 

complete. BellSouth is unable to provide this Commission any assurance of the 

accuracy of its data. BellSouth’s May and June 2001 data problems demonstrate 

that BellSouth’s performance reporting systems are not mature enough to handle 

CLEC entry into the local exchange market. Accordingly, any attempt by 

BellSouth to rely on self-generated performance reports to convince the Kentucky 

Commission that BellSouth deserves Section 271 authority should be rejected 

until BellSouth can establish that the underlying data are reliable. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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BellSouth fines shadow 
long-distance bid 
Wednesday, July 11, 2001 

the tine, state regulators have whacked the Atlanta 
based company with $7 million in fines. 

The company was fined for falling short of 
standards for handling orders from coinpetitors 
during March and April. 

Additionally, a $7 million fine for May’s performance 
will be imposed unless the standards are adjusted. 
But the company has askcd the state Public 
Sewice Commission for the money be put in 
escrow while the issue is discussed --- and 
commissioners have agreed to consider the 

The penatties assessed by the PSC come with 
BellSouth arguing that its systems for handling 
competition are running smoothly. That requirement 
._. that local markets be open --- is required by 
federal law to justify the company’s long-awaited 
entry into long-distance. 

The commissioners have repeatedly delayed long- 
distance approval, asking BellSouth to improve Its 
performance. They don’t now say the application 
will be rejected, but the fines are a warning for the 
$27 billion-a-year BellSouth. 

lmYs 
Get news &a- on 
your wireless device. 

WEBSEABCH 
Find local &  national 
sites relating to 
today’s news. 

AILAmYEJTs 
Looking for the city’s 
hottest happenings? 
Search by: 

l keyY+J@ l date 

*  ca te_oTxy  

Commissioner Lauren “Bubba” McDonald Jr. said that, at the least, BellSouth 
should be concerned. “If I saw $3 million in fines for a month in my business, 
I’d start looking for the hole and try to plug it.” 

Added PSC Commissioner David Burgess: “If you are paying the money in 
penalties, and you don’t yet have (long-distance) relief, I’d imagine that you 
would be concerned.” 

However, Burgess said the PSG will consider modifying the standards used to 
judge BellSouth. The standards were set in January and went into effect in 
March. 

Competitors say the fines are proof that BellSouth has not opened those 
markets and doesn’t deserve long-distance. 

“This is what we have been saying all along,” said Jaimie Hardin, AT&T vice 
president for law and government affairs. “This is just the first opportunity to 
see --- analytically---whether they are meeting the mark or not. BellSouth 
systems are not mature, they are not stable and they are not capable of the 
level of service that is required to handle competitors.” 

http:ilwww.accessatlnnta.comlpnrtncrs/ajc/cpape~/cd~tions/wednesda~/atlnnta~tecl~~~~~~4~f... 7/l 6~00 I 
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BellSouth spokesman Joe Chandler said the fines are no sign the application 
is in trouble. 

Tne company has spent more than $1.6 billion on systems and staff to handle 
orders from competitors in its nine-state region, and the fines are just part of 
the commission’s monitoring, he said. 

“The Georgia Public Service Commission has established one of the most 
comprehensive and aggressive performance measurement and enforcement 
plans in the country to measure BellSouth’s performance in providing service 
to local competitors. The commission*s plan is working.” 

Changes in state and federal law were meant to spur competition in local and 
tong-distance service that would lead to lower prices and more choice for 
consumers. BellSouth’s competitors now have more than 3.2 million lines, 
including 820,000 in Georgia, accounting for 17 percent of the local phone 
market, Chandler said. 

BellSouth needs permission from the Federal Communications Commission 
to offer long-distance in each of its nine slates. But before, it wants the 
endorsement of local regulators. 

The company has repeatedly predicted a pending state endorsement of its 
long-distance application --- eating it8 words later when approval was 
delayed. Now, BellSouth and its rivals are required to lile comments on the 
long-distance case to the PSC by Monday. 

Leon Eowles, head of the PSC’s t&corn staff, said the filings will take come 
time to read through. “The initial comments made a stack that was 2 l/2 feet 
high, so the reply could easily be 3 feet high.” 

That means PSC approval will likely not come until late August or September 
-~-assuming that BellSouth’s case is going smoothly. 

The law requires BellSouth to meet a 14.point checklist that proves that its 
local market is open to competition. The key component is “parity” --I the 
ability to handle orders from other companies as quickly and smoothly as 
BellSouth handles its own. 

That means making sure those competitors’customers receive dial tones and 
keep their numbers when they switch. 

Of the remaining Bell companies, only Verizon and SBC Communications 
have been allowed into long-distance and only in a handful of states. 

An assessment of BellSouth’s performance in May is due within two weeks. A 
third consecutive month of penalties would trigger an additional state 
punishment that could run into the millions of dollars, according to the PSC. 

AT&T’s Hardin says she doesn’t expect BellSouth’s results for May to be any 
better than before. “We have not seen a significant improvement.” 

Page 2 of 3 

Georgia is the only state to impose penalties prior to providing long-distance 
permission. Verizon, for instance, paid millions of dollars in fines for 
mishandling local competilors’ orders during its first months in long-dtstance. 

The head start in Georgia is meant to ensure that problems with BellSouth’s 
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systems will be vetlad and corrected before long-distance is approved. 
BallSouth argues that the fines should be seen as proof that their 
perfdrmance will be under scrutiny even after long-distance approval. 

Adding to the picture is the May launch of local service by WorldCorn’s 
reconstituted MCI unit. 

BellSouth has pointed with mixed feelings to the efforts of competitors. 

On one hand, it hates to lose business. But the more business it loses, the 
better the argument that its market is open and so it should be allowed into 
long-distance. 

MCI’s first month of competition was only a modest strain on BellSouth’s 
systems _-- about 6,600 customers switched to MCI, according to the PSC. 
But as MCI revs up ils marketing machine with print and broadcast ads, there 
could be a wave of switchers. Glitches in handling the orders will undermine 
t3ellSouth’s case for long-distance. 

_ 

The PSC will be watching, Burgess said. 

‘In the next 35 or 45 days, there will be some information on the table that will 
help us get some decisions made,” Burgess said. “And when it’s right, we’ll 
give il our stamp of approval.” 
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Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 Days - UNE Loop and Port Conlbos $800.00 

Percent Provisioning Troubles witbin 30 Days - UNE Loops GA Order S5,600.00 

Percent Repent Troubles within 30 Days-Design s375.00 

Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 Days. POTS 51.x25.00 

Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 Days. UNELoop and Port Combos S8Ofl.00 

Percent Repent Troubles within 30 days - UNE Loops GA Order 16 I8.250.00 

Percent Tronbles in 7 days - Ifot Cuts sxOO.OO 
Reject In~erual (Mechanized only) %7.710.00 
Trunk Group lkformance CLEC Specific S-X.625.00 
TOTAL S5,002;504.00 

02001 BellSouth. All Rights Reserved. 

https://pmap.bellsouth.co~~l/dssweb~display~report.cfm?report=Mny%20Tier%2D I %2OSta... 7/l 6/200 I 
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oz001 BellSouth. All Rights Reserved. 
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Norris,Sharon - LGA 

Subject: FW: PMAP Repast Notices for May 2001 Data 

-----Original Message----- 
from: Sherwood, Suzy Imailto:Suzy.SherWood@BellSouth.COMl 
Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2001 2:31 PM 
TO : 'watsonc9prepaid-solutions.com'; 'mhoward@talk.com'; 
'beth.day@mail.sprint.com'; 'carrie.j.smithQxo.com'; 
,jfuryFnewsouth.com'; 'kyle.kopytchek@networktelephone.net'; 
'shuter@mgccom.com'; 'kalane@broadband.att.com': 
'vanderwp@madisonriver.net'; 'candice.hamilton@wcom.com'; 
'zachary.boudoin@kmctelecom.cOm'; ' thyde@deltecom.com'; 
'bczolba~emp.ctc.net'; ' lchase@covad.Com'; 'bshepard@covad.com'; 
'mmoore8connectllc.com'; 'dwirsching@kpmg.cam': ' jacksheehan@kpmg.com'; 
'patspencer@ccitelecom.com': 'btitele.com bbo.com'; 'tallen@covad.com'; 
'tsauder@birch.com'; Timons, King C  (K.C.1. NCAM; Dennis, Matthew 
(Matt), NCAM; 'teresa.davisealltel.com'; 'bob.buerrosse@algx.com'; 
' jeannie.seguin@adelphiacom.com.com'; 'pagemiller@talk.com'; 
'radney@eccesscomm.com'; 'aqcs@yahoo.com'; 
'wayne.mckenzie@cbeyond.net':  ' jmaa@atlantic.net'; 
'telcoml@bellsouth.net' 

Cc: Porter, Phillip 
Subject: PMAP Repost Notices for May 2001 Data 

Due to changes to PMAP reports required by the Georgia Order a significant 
number of reports have been reposted to the PMAP website. 0u.Y records 
indicate that you have pulled one or more of these reports prior to July 2, 
2001. You will need to pull an updated version of any report that you 
accessed prior to this date to get a Current version. These reports will be 
available on the website until July 19, 2001. 

Listed below are the reports that have reposted. 

LNP FOC 
Firm Order Confirmation 
LNP Reject Interval, %  Reject Service Requests 
Percent NXX LRN bv LERG Effective Date laoareaatel 
Pre-Ordering OSS Response Interval 

II _ 

OSS Interface Availability SQM 
TSOCT 
TSOCT Offered 
LNP TSOCT 
M&R - CTRR, OS.924, Average Duration, %  Repeat Troubles w/in 30 Days, Missed 
Repair Appts 
Ordering - Reject Interval, %  Reject, FOC, Acknowledgement Message 
Timeliness/Completeness, 

POC ir Reject Response Completeness 
FOC & Reject Response 
LNP Disconnect Timeliness 
Provisioning Percent Troubles w/in 30 Days 
Average Completion Notice Interval 

Information on reposting of reports can also be found in the Menu folder in 
the Help selection under Current Month Site Updates. 

If you need additional information, please give me a cell. 

Suzy Sherwood 
Measurement Analyst 
404-927-4436 
IPage : 800-821-6966 or ssherwood 

1 
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July 10, 2001 

DELIVERED BY HAND 

Mr. Reece McAlister 
Executive Secretary 
Georgia Public Service Commission 
244 Washington Street, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334-5701 

Re: P6Tj%~~U~C~ Measurements for Telecommunications Interconnection, 
Unbundling and Resale; Docket No. 7892-U 

Dear Mr. McAlister: 

Enclosed herein please find the original and eighteen (18) copies, as well as an electronic 
version, of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.‘s (“BellSouth”) revised Monthly State Summary 
Report for May 2001 and an overview of the revisions that have been made. After the May 2001 
Monthly State Summary Report was originally filed, BellSouth discovered errors in the 
calculations associated with the production of Average Completion Notice Interval and Reject 
and Firm Order Confirmation Completeness measures. The original report also included several 
clerical errors and failed to reflect certain performance data related to ISDN loops, Jeopardies, 
and BellSouth’s retail ADSL. All of these errors have been corrected, and the new results are 
incorporated into the revised Monthly State Summary Report. The specific revisions, including 
the results as originally filed for May 2001 as well as the new results, are shaded in yellow in the 
attached overview. 

The revised Monthly State Summary for May 2001 was posted on BellSouth’s 
Performance Measurement and Analysis Platform (“PMAP”) on July 9, 2001. In addition, 
copies of the revised Monthly State Summary Report and the overview of the revisions are being 
distributed electronically today to all parties of record. I would appreciate your filing these 
documents in the above-referenced docket and returning the three (3) extra copies stamped 
“filed” in the enclosed self-addressed and stamped envelopes. 



Mr. Reece McAlister 
July 10, 2001 
Page Two 

Thank you for your assistance in this regard. 

Yours very truly, 

Bennett L. Ross 

BLR:nvd 
Enclosures 

cc: Parties of Record (via electronic mail) 

399267 
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KC Timmons 
Manager Supplier Performance Measurements 
Local Services-Southern Region 

Room 12227 
Promenade I 
1200 Peachtree St. NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
404 810-3914 

August 22001 

Jan Flint 
BellSouth Interconnection Services 
1960 West  Exchange Place, Suite 200 
Tucker, Georgia 30084 

Dear Jan: 

The purpose of this letter is to make BellSouth aware of potential data integrity issues 
around the Firm Order Confirmation and Reject Response Completeness, Firm Order 
Confirmation Timeliness, and Reject Interval reports in PMAP. 

The Firm Order Confirmation and Reject Response Completeness report in PMAP is 
intended to summarize the corresponding number of Local Service Requests (LSR’s) 
received to the combination of Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) and Reject Responses 
for a  given month. The raw data for the FOC and Reject Response Completeness 
report details all of the LSR’s received in the report period and indicates the number of 
FOc’s or Reject Responses per LSR version. The FOC Timeliness and Reject Interval 
raw data files from PMAP contain detail of all of the LSR’s that were either FOC’d or 
respectively rejected during a  reporting period. 

Understanding the intentions of these three measures would lead me  to believe that 
the LSR’s listed in the FOG and Reject raw data would be  a  sub-set of the LSR’s 
contained in the FOG and Reject Response Completeness raw data. However, after 
an  analysis of Operating Company Number (OCN) 8392 raw data for May 2001, I have 
serious data integrity concerns with the three raw data reports. 

The FOC and Reject Response Completeness raw data file contains 721 records while 
the FOC and Reject raw data files together include 672 records. Of the 672 records in 
the combined FOG and Reject raw data file (see Attachment I), only 590 have 
matching LSR’s in the FOG and Reject Response Completeness file. 42  of those 590 
records are duplicate LSR’s. This translates into 548 distinct LSR’s from the FOC and 
Reject raw data files that are also included in the FOC and Reject Response 
Completeness raw data. Why  are there 82  LSR’s in the combined FOG and Reject 
raw data that are not included in the FOC and Reject Response Completeness raw 
data? 

Additionally, there are 173 LSR’s in the FOC and Reject Response Completeness raw 
data file that do  not exist in the FOC and Reject Raw Data files (see Attachment 2). It 
is expected that if a  submitted LSR shows a  “0” in the “RESP-CNT” field from the 
completeness raw data, then that LSR would not appear in the combined FOC and 
Reject raw data file since no  response was received for that submitted LSR. However, 



121 LSR’s that contain a “1” in the “RESP-CNT” field were missing from the combined 
FOC and Reject raw data file. If the 121 LSR’s did receive either a FOC or a Reject 
from BellSouth, why are they not included in the FOC and Reject raw data files? 
Likewise, there are 4 LSR’s that contain a “0” in the “RESP-CNT” field in the 
completeness raw data that are present in the combined FOC and Reject raw data file. 
If the 4 LSR’s did receive either a FOC or Reject, why is there a “0” in the 
“RESP-CNT” field? 

These issues do point to potential data integrity concerns in PMAP. Please provide a 
response to this issue by August 17, 2001. I would be more than willing to meet with 
BellSouth in an effort to clarify any assumptions made in this data analysis. Call me if 
you have any questions or concerns. I can be reached at 404-81 O-391 4. I can be 
paged at I-888-858-7243, pin number 115394. 

Sincerely, 

KC Timmons 

copy to: Denise Berger 
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July 16, 2001 

Jan Flint 
BellSouth Interconnection Services 
1960 West  Exchange Place, Suite 200 
Tucker, Georgia 30084 

Dear Jan: 

The purpose of this letter is to ascertain why discrepancies exist between PMAP raw 
data and AT&T-generated Purchase Order Number (PON) specific data. Specifically, 
in May AT&T received confirmation on  a  significant number of Local Number Portability 
(LNP) PON’s that do  not appear in the May PMAP LNP raw data. 

Attached are two lists of AT&T-generated LNP PON’s that received a  Firm Order 
Confirmation (FOC) during May 2001. Attachment 1  lists PON’s for Operating 
Company Number (OCN) 7125 and Attachment 2  represents OCN 7421 PON’s. I have 
compared these two lists to the May Ordering: LNP FOC Timeliness lntvl Distribution & 
FOC Avg lntvl raw data files for OCN’s 7125 and 7421 respectively. None of the 406 
PON’s in these attachments are present in the PMAP LNP raw data. Why  are the 
BellSouth-generated raw data files missing so many AT&T PON’s that were FOC’d in 
May? 

Before May 2001, BellSouth-generated LNP raw data was not available to the CLEC 
community. Now, there are significant data integrity concerns with the LNP raw data 
being provided in PMAP. The resolution of this discovery is a  high priority for AT&T. 
Please provide a  response to this issue by July 30, 2001. I would be  more than willing 
to meet  with BellSouth in an  effort to reconcile the AT&T-generated data with the 
BellSouth-generated raw data. Call me  if you have any questions or concerns. I can 
be  reached at 404-810-3914. I can be  paged at l-888-858-7243, pin number 115394.  

Sincerely, 

KC Timmons 

copy to: Denise Berger 

Attachment 
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Mr. K. C. T immone 
AT&T 
Room 12227, Promenade I 
IZOO Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atli3nta. GA 3030@ 

Dear KC.: 

This is in response to your July 16, 2001 letter requesting an explanation for AT&T’s Local 
Number Portability (LNP) Purchase Order Numbers (PON) submitted in May 2001 for Operating 
Company Numbers [OCN), 7125 and 7421 not appearing in the May 2001 Perfom’tance 
Measurement Analysis Platform (PMAP) raw data. 

Selpjouth appreciates AT&T bringing these discrepancies to BellSouth’s attention. BellSouth’s 
preliminary investigation confirms that the PONs provided with your letter are mtssing from the 
LNP raw data files. At tkis time, BellSouth is unable to determine the cause of the PONs not 
appearing in the LNP raw data. The discrepancies that AT&T identified in its July 15. 2001 
letter have been referred to the appropriate BellSouth analysts for resolution. As soon as 
BellSouth can determine the solution that will allow the data to appear In the raw data files and 
the date that the data will be available to AT&T, I will let you know. 

In the meantime, if we need to discuss this Issue further, prior to the data being made available, 
please call me  at 770 492.7575. . 

Denise Berger 
Jan Burrtss 
Phillip Porter 


